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ASFC 84-4-M 


COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 


Minutes of the meeting held on Friday, March 2, 1984 


Present: D. Taddeo, R. Breen, J. Chaikelson, R. Roy, M. Singer, K. 


Argheyd, M. Armstrong, T. Arbuckle-Maag, C. Barton, K. Bindon, 
A. Broes, L. Crysler, D. Dicks, R. Diubaldo, J. Doyle, A. 
Galler, F. MacLeod, D. McDougall, S. McEvenue, G. Newsham, 

M. Oppenheim, R. Pallen, B. Petrie, H. Proppe, J. Ryan, E. 
Sacca, R. Sharma, H. Shulman, M. Taylor, G. Valaskakis, J. 
Young, L. Van Toch, K. Herrmann, C. Langford, C, Bertrand, 

B. Murdock, D. Konig, S. Richard, A. Megann, C. McPherson, 

P. Paré, J. Relton, J. Szabo, D. McArdle, P. Gott, J. Griffin, 
A. Saikaley, D.Schuhmacher, M. Hewitt, E. Killean, 5. Cagsells, 
§, Ferguson. 


Absent with regrets: G. Trudel, 0. Schwelb, W. Sellers, 


Guest: K. Waters 


1. 


Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 1:35 p.m. 


Approval of Agenda 


It was moved and seconded (Konig/Newsham) to approve the agenda 
as circulated. 


Vote: Carried 


Approval of the Minutes 


It was moved and seconded (Shulman/Konig) to approve the minutes 
of the meeting held on January 13, 1984. 


Vote: Carried 


Ms. Szabo reported that she had attended the meeting of February 
3, 1984, but her name had been left off the list of those in attend- 


ance. 


Mr. McArdle, Mr. Cassells, and Mr. Saikaley said that they too had 
attended the meeting. 


Prof. Maag referred to the final paragraph on page five of the minutes 
and pointed out that the reference should have been to the two Vice- 


Rectors Academic. 


It was moved and seconded (Shulman/Konig) to approve and adopt the 
minutes of the meeting held on February 3, 1984 as corrected. 


Vote: Carried 
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Chairman's Remarks 


Dean Taddeo reported that the last meeting of Senate was one of the 
shortest on record and lasted about seventeen minutes. He said that 
there was a mandate request from the UCCC Sub-committee on Computer 
Literacy and that the revised Diploma in Adult Education was accepted. 


The Chairman informed the members of Council that a letter had been 
sent to Vice-Rector G. Martin about the seating in the Council Room. 


Questions and Announcements 


Prof. Valaskakis recalled that at the last meeting there was a question 
about whether or not pre-registration would be held and asked if 
a decision had been taken. 


Vice-Rector Breen replied that the University was operating on the 
premise that there is going to be pre-registration. 


Elections 


a) Election of a Graduate Student Representative to Faculty Council 


It was moved and seconded (Konig/Bindon) to approve the nomination 
of Emer Killean to the Faculty Council. 


Vote: Carried 


b) Arts and Science Faculty Panel (Regulations Regarding Cheating) 


It was moved and seconded (Szabo/Megann) to nominate John Simpson 
as a replacement for Robert Miller on the Faculty Panel. 


There were no other nominations from the floor of Council. 


Vote: Carried 


Internal Restructuring of the Faculty of Arts and Science — 


Fifth Session (ASFC 84-4-Dl) 


Prof. Bertrand, at the request of the Chairman, presented the Steering 
Committee's document to Council (ASFC 84-4-Dl). 


Prof. Bertrand reported that Steering Committee met on February 16th 
and after a lengthy discussion about various ways to approach what 
was becoming a difficult problem for this body, decided to treat 

it in much the same way as last year's Steering Committee treated 
the Fahey and Peat Marwick Reports and what it did was to extract 
out the central items for discussion and debate. He stressed that 
there was unanimous agreement in the Steering Committee on the key 
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issues. He added that once the Faculty Council votes on these issues 
other things will fall into place in terms of implementation but 

he did not think that this body should get bogged down in debating 
the fine points of implementation at this meeting. 


It was moved and seconded (Bertrand/Bindon) to approve item A, sections 
1, 2, 3 of document ASFC 84-4-D1. 


Mr. McArdle was against voting on the three items together. He thought 
that rather than vote for something in the context of something else, 

a vote should be taken on the major principle that the Faculty of 

Arts and Science be headed by a single authority and then, having 
approved that, qualify it by whatever limitations Council wishes 

to put. 


Dean Taddeo replied that that would have to be done in the form of 
amendments because there was a motion on the floor. 


Prof. Young wondered if there was a need for an Associate Provost 
for Faculty and Staff Development given the responsibilities in that 
area that are to be assigned to the Vice-Provost. 


Dean Taddeo said he thought that the responsibility of the Associate 
Provosts would go beyond personnel matters, which would occupy the 
Vice-Provosts in terms of long term planning and creativity. 


Prof. Pallen moved to amend item A-2 of the motion to include the 
statement "that the Vice-Provosts should be considered as the equival- 
ent of Deans". The motion was seconded by Prof. Armstrong. 


Dean Taddeo replied that the amendment was in contradiction to the 
first part of the tripartite resolution and therefore would be a 
resolution to put forward should the resolution on the flaor be 
defeated. 


Prof. Pallen did not agree with that interpretation. He thought 

the Faculty could have a single authority but reiterated the concern 
expressed by a number of people that the Vice-Provost should be the 
person who is in charge of a particular area and is the ultimate 
authority, and the concern for the availability of the Provost for 

the day-to-day running of the area, and in particular, his/her accessi- 


bility. 


Dean Taddeo said he would have to stand by his ruling and Prof. Pallen 
challenged that ruling. There was no seconder. 


Ms. Konig moved an amendment to item A-2: "Where section A-2 of the 
Steering Committee's document 84-4-Dl does not accurately reflect 
the intentions of preserving a unified Faculty of Arts and Science 
as already voiced in a motion passed in August 1982 which reads - 
‘that the formal divisional structure as it now stands be abolished 
when the one vice-rector, one-dean structure comes into effect', 

be it resolved that the recommendation on the titles and duties of 
the Vice-Provost, Provosts be deleted from the document”. 
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Dean Taddeo ruled the motion out of order because the topic under 
So discussion was not divisional structure, but on programme sectors 

and a structure within the Arts and Science Faculty with Vice-Provosts 
and Associate Provosts. 


Dean Chaikelson quoted from a section of the Breen Document where 

it is said "that the Vice-Provosts will be at the decanal level" 

and wondered why, when an amendment was proposed in an attempt to 

make that clear, it was rejected as being in opposition to the document. 
She asked what is meant by “the single authority in Arts and Science" 

if now we are told that the amendment is contrary to the motion on 

the floor. 


Dean Taddeo replied that had the amendment been to the effect that 

the Vice-Provosts had decanal authority in terms of personnel matters, 
it would have been more acceptable but the amendment proposed to 

make the Vice-Provosts the equivalent of Faculty Deans, and for that 
reason he had ruled it out of order. 


84-4-8 It was moved and seconded (McEvenue/Sharma) to amend item A-3 from 
“that these positions be appointed" to "that these positions shall 
be searched". 


Prof. McEvenue gave as one of the main reasons for proposing the 
amendment, apropos of curriculum only, the feeling that the develop- 
ment of an appropriate curriculum for the Faculty should not be lett 
@ to some subordinate official appointed because he/she will not be 

in conflict with the person who appoints him/her. He saw the person 
in that position as one who might have to be in conflict with every- 
body. He stressed that it was particularly important to have the 
person in charge of curriculum, which he considered the most unifying 
factor of the Faculty, to be appointed through a search procedure. 


Vice-Rector Breen said he had no difficulty with that but would prefer 
that the positions be appointed. His main reason for stressing that 
the Vice-Provosts should be searched is that they are going to_have. 
the authority of deciding on contractual matters. He suggested that 
the Associate Provosts could be appointed as a result of a quasi 
search procedure in which the Vice-Provosts, the Provosts and other 
people would be involved. 


Prof. Shulman suggested that one of the problems in having the 
Associate Provosts searched, is that it would ensure that the Vice- 
Provosts would become managers as opposed to academic leaders. 


Ms. Richard stated that she wished to go on record as being in favour 
of the amendment. 


Dean Roy thought that to make the Associate Provost positions searched 
positions would diminish the authority of the Provost as the central 
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authority of Arts and Science. He said that it is critical that 
the Associate Provosts work as part of a team supervised by the 
Provost and in consultation with the Vice-Provosts. He saw it as 
essential that the right people be chosen. 

Miss Hewitt called the question on the amendment. 


A vote was taken on those in favour of calling the question and it 
was carried. 32/1/7 


A vote was taken on those in favour of the amendment and it was 
carried. 29/14/- 


It was moved and seconded (Richard/Szabo) to divide the question. 


Vote: Defeated 17/29/- 


It was moved and seconded (Proppe/Sharma) to amend item A-1 to read 
"the Faculty of Arts and Science will be headed by a Provost". 


It was moved and seconded (Richard/Megann) to insert the phrase 
"a single authority called" to the amendment. 


Ms. Konig called the question on the sub-amendment. 

Vote : Carried 
A vote was taken on the sub-amendment and it was_carried. 27/6/3 
The question was called on the amendment. 

Vote: Carried 
The amendment was voted on and it was carried. 


The question was called on the motion to approve A-1,2,3 and it was 
carried. 30/1/4 


A vote was taken on the motion to approve item A-1,2,3 as amended 
and it was carried. 31/1/8 


Dean Chaikelson, Mr. McArdle, Provost Singer, Mr. Gott, Dean Roy, 
Ms. Richard, Prof. Proppe, Prof. Broes requested that their abstentions 


be recorded. 

It was moved and seconded (Bertrand/Newsham) to approve item B-1. 
Prof. Pallen pointed to the change that had been made in item B-1 
by the Steering Committee which was contrary to the statement in 


the Breen Document and in view of that proposed the following motion: 


It was moved and seconded (Pallen/Armstrong) to add to item B-1l 


( ) “that these Vice-Provosts be the replacement for the present Divi- 
sional Deans". 


Dean Taddeo said that for the same reason that he had ruled the amend- 
ment out of order earlier, he would have to rule it out of order 
again. 


Prof. Pallen challenged that ruling on the grounds that it was a 
phrase directly from the Breen Document. 


Prof. Broes offered an amendment to item B-1 which he thought might 
address itself to the problems raised by Prof. Pallen without the 
challenge to the Chair being necessary. 


84-4-14 It was moved and seconded (Broes/Oppenheim) to insert the phrase 
“and that these Vice-Provosts have decanal authority with respect 
to personnel matters and will convey such recommendations through 
the Provost to the Vice-Rector Academic". 


Prof. Maag thought that the Vice-Provosts should have decanal author- 
ity for the day-to-day operations as well. 


Dean Taddeo replied that to do that would alter the amendment sub- 
stantially, since her amendment would be to make the Vice-Provosts 
Deans. 


© Prof. Ryan pointed out that the Council had made a great compromise 
by approving the positions of three Vice-Provosts responsible for 
separate programme areas when the opposite was approved earlier, 
Contrary to the notion which was supported by a number of Council 
members, that to multiply the number of voices for the Faculty is 
to multiply its power and presence he said the opposite is true, 

to multiply its voices would be to fragment it, and that it needs 
one voice to be powerful. 


Prof. Armstrong said that she would like to return to Prof. Pallen's 
motion, which she had seconded and had not been asked to withdraw, 
and if that was not agreeable she would like to challenge the Chair 
on its interpretation of the meaning of the amendment. 


Dean Taddeo agreed to return to the motion after exhausting the current 
speakers’ list. 


Prof. Bertrand reminded the Council members that the Steering Com- 
mittee's document should not be treated in isolation but rather in 
the context of the Breen Document in which the responsibilities of 
the Vice-Provosts are clearly indicated and therefore the amendments 
were unnecessary. Further, he noted that the Steering Committee 

had changed only one item in presenting its recommendations to Coun- 


cil. 
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Prof. Petrie recalled that at a previous meeting, Dean Chaikelson 

had put a diagram on the blackborad indicating that it was desirable 
for the Vice-Provosts to have the same line of authority as the Deans 
of the other Faculties with the Provost placed above that line to 
ensure that the Vice-Provosts would have equivalent capacity to re- 
present the various higher regions of power with the Deans of the 
other Faculties. He asked if Council was moving in the direction 

of ensuring that the Vice-Provosts would have that measure of equi- 
valency or in the direction such that they will have power only 

in certain directions. 


Vice-Rector Breen said that it was clear that the Faculty is consider- 
ing having a Provost who is the head and also that there would be 
certain powers which would be ab initio delegated by the Provost to 
other people, and that would be sacrosanct with regard to personnel 
matters. The Vice-Provosts do not delegate the power and authority 
with regard to curriculum or other things such as space. They will 
not Chair Faculty Council. It cannot be said they are the same as 
other Deans except where contractual and personnel matters are concerned 
when they will report directly to the Vice-Rector Academic, execpt 
that the Steering Committee has proposed that the recommendations 

will go to the Provost who will then submit them to the Vice-Rector 
Academic. He said he could see advantages to that in that the Provost 
has the responsibility for the coordination of the Faculty and which 
does not exclude personnel matters in the sense that he has to be 
instrumental in developing Faculty-wide criteria and make sure 

those criteria are being implemented in an equal way across the Faculty, 
but the day-to-day decisions and recommendations of the Vice-Provosts 
made to the Vice-Rector Academic will go through the Provost to the 
Vice-Rector. To say that the two positions are exactly the same 

is obviously wrong and that is why the terms Vice-Provost and Provost 
have been used and as well to indicate that the large Faculty of Arts 
and Science is different from the others. 


Asked what the word "through" means in the context of the amendment, 
Vice-Rector Breen replied that it had the exact meaning as it does 

in the context of the tenure document when tenure cases are submitted 
by the Deans through the Vice-Rector to the Rector. 


Prof. Bertrand added that it was the intention to let the Provost 
know what was happening, therefore the word "through" was used. 


Mr. McArdle called the question on the amendment. 


A vote was taken on those in favour of calling the question and it 
was carried. 


The amendment was voted on and it was defeated. 14/18/8 


The question on the motion was called and it was carried. 
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The motion to approve item B-1 was voted on and it was carried. 
25/13/7 


Ms. Szabo, Prof. Broes, Dean Chaikelson, Mr. McArdle, Mr. Gott, 
Dean Roy, Profs. Maag, Armstrong, Valaskakis, Taylor and Ms. Konig 
asked to have their opposing votes recorded. 


It was moved and seconded (Bertrand/Megann) to approve item B-2. 


A number of sections of the Breen Document were signalled for clari- 
fication when the documents are discussed in detail: 1) under the 
responsibilities of the Associate Provost for Faculty and Staff 
Development point a) compared to point a) under the responsibilities 
of the Associate Provost Student Affairs; 2) what is the Faculty 
Development Committee (b) and what are the implications with respect 
to the Learning Development Office; 3) the meaning of the "central 
office" in item c); 4) the role of the Associate Provost for Staff 
and Faculty Development given the fact that the Vice-Provosts are 

to deal with leaves, salary, workloads, etc. 


A vote was taken on the motion to approve item B-2 and it was carried 
27/5/5 


Dean Chaikelson, Profs. Oppenheim and Taylor asked to have their 
negative votes recorded. 


It was moved and seconded (MacLeod/Sharma) to approve item B-3. 
27/0/8 Vote: Carried 27/0/8 


Dean Chaikelson and Ms. Richard asked to have their abstentions 
recorded. 


It was moved and seconded (Diubaldo/Richard) to approve item 
B-4. 


Prof. Oppenheim said that item B-4 troubled him because he was worried 
about the future of the Colleges. It seemed to him that the Council 
had voted to have the Departments have much the same power as they 
have now, they will have the Vice-Provosts to speak for them to 

the Provost,, but the Colleges will have no one to do that and will 
continue to report to a Provost whose responsibilities will be far 
greater than those of the present Provost. As a result, the Principals 
of the Colleges will have to take over some functions the present 
Provost has and also spend a good deal of time in trying to get 

the attention of the new Provost. He questioned if this was the 

best way to ensure that the Colleges are adequately financed and 

will continue in the future. 


Prof. Crysler said he did not think the Colleges should report dir- 
ectly to the Provost because that would put them above Departments 
and he did not think that should be. 
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Prof. Shulman said that for him, having the Colleges report directly 
to the Provost means that in some sense the Colieges are sutordinate 
to all three Vice-Provosts because they are dependent on faculty 

and on establishing relations, accomodations, and adjustments with 
all areas of the University. 


Prof. Petrie said he could see difficulty when the Vice-Provosts 
report through the Provost to the Vice-Rector where a conflict occurs 
over the potential desire to assign a professor to the Colleges. 


Vice-Rector Breen replied that Prof. Petrie's observation would 
probably have more validity if de facto each of the Colleges had 

all their fellows specifically from one of the programme areas, 

but that is not so because they come from all three. One of the 
specific mandates of the Provost is to concern himself with the 
coordination and development of multidisciplinary and interdisciplin- 
ary activities. 


Prof. Crysler recognized the need for the Colleges to have people 

from across the Faculty and that they have not had enough support in the 
past, but he thought that to accomplish that they should be given 

an Assistant Provost with responsibilities of looking across the 
Faculty. He did not think the Provost could do that. 


Questioned further, Vice-Rector Breen suggested that it should be 
left to the Provost and the Executive Committee to consider the 
Matter but it was possible for the Provost to appoint an Assistant 
Provost as suggested by Prof. Crysler. 


It was wondered if the line of reporting given the Principals of 
Colleges in effect make them equivalent to Chairmen. 


Ms. Richard called the question. 


Vote: Carried 


A vote was taken on the motion to approve item B-4 and it was carried. 
18/14/14 


The Role of Research at Concordia University - Second Session 
(ASFC 84-4-D2) 


Dean Taddeo briefly reviewed the discussion which had taken place 
at the February 3rd meeting of Council and of Dean Chaikelson's 
motion to “recommend to Senate that the position of Vice-Rector 
Research be created" which was made subsequent to a discussion in 
the Committee-of—the-Whole and was duly moved and seconded by Prof. 
Shames. He asked to have the motion brought forward. 
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It was moved and seconded (Ryan/Newsham) to recommend to Senate 
that the position of Vice-Rector be created. 


Dean Roy, in expanding on the role of the Vice-Rector Research, 
said that it had been at the level of Deans, Departmental Chair- 
men, and the individual entrepreneurial activities of faculty that 
had advanced research and he saw the Vice-Rector Research as being 
needed for dealing with government and government agencies, and 
other institutions. 


Prof. Waters said she would be very concerned if the responsibility 

for internal funding of research were given to such a person, partic- 
ularly if at the Vice-Rector level and independent of the Academic 
Vice-Rectorship especially in view of what is happening in CASA with re- 
gard to particular effects for Arts and Science and, within that, 

for Division I. She gave details. 


Prof. Maag reminded the members that the Vice-Rector Research would 
be an academic and it would be a searched position. The person 
chosen should have a good perspective on all the different things 
that mean research in this University. She outlined the benefits 
of some kinds of research funding and said that it creates a better 
quality academic operation. 


Prof. Pallen noted that the research grants and money that has come 
in from research agencies have been used to replace a lot of outdated 
equipment and that the new equipment is available not only to the 
researchers but also to the undergraduates and has enhanced the 
undergraduate programmes. 


Prof. Dicks thought that a false division had been created over 

the years between graduate studies, and undergraduate studies, and 
research. He said he had no objections to there being a Vice-Rector 
Research but would like to see the operational parts of graduate 
studies managed by the decanal Vice-Provosts to prevent duplication, 
disagreement on standards, record keeping, etc., which now occur. 

He thought that the division between graduate work and that of 
undergraduate to be totally false. 


Following a lengthy discussion during which a number of opposing 
positions were put forward, Dean Roy suggested that people were 

having difficulty in trying to sort out the dilemma of graduate 

studies more than the position of Vice-Rector Research. He said 

he was not convinced that the position of Dean of Graduate Studies 
should be abolished. He thought that the present Dean of Graduate 
Studies has responsibilities for a number of things which are rather 
similar to the sorts of things that are dealt with in the Research 
Office and that the two perhaps should be put together. He wondered 

if the day-to-day operations of graduate studies was compatible with the 
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portfolio of Vice-Rector Research. He was convinced that there 
is a need for a Vice-Rector Research and suggested that that is 
the recommendation that should go forward. 


It was moved and seconded (Chaikelson/McEvenue) to table the motion. 


It was moved and seconded (Killean/Hewitt) that the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council go on record as strongly endorsing the proposition 
that graduate studies and research be made the unversity-wide coord- 
inating responsibility of one academic officer and that the academic 
officer so designated be at the level of Vice-Rector. 


Vote: Carried 31/0/1 


Next meeting 


April 6, 1984 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p.m. (Konig/Gott) 


